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FACULTY SENATE MINUTES - NOVEMBER 7 1 1990 
The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Chairman Holst. 
I. Correction and Approval of the Minutes of the 
October Meeting. 
The minutes were approved as corrected. The corrections are on 
file in the Faculty Senate Office. 
II. REPORTS OF OFFICERS. 
PRESIDENT SMITH: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Two brief items and then I 
will respond to questions if you like. At the last meeting 
of the Faculty Senate on October 3rd I reported to you 
hearings that were then in progress conducted by the 
Commission on Higher Education in the six congressional 
districts around the state. Concern that had been 
expressed by the Council of Presidents of the public 
colleges and universities in the state of South Carolina 
about five position papers that had been developed by 
Commission staff that were the subject of discussion at 
those hearings. Since then, to bring you up to date, the 
Advisory Council on Planning on which Acting Provost Reeves 
sits, Academic Affairs and the Advisory Council on Planning 
which is composed of the presidents have met and each has 
taken the unanimous position asking the Commission on Higher 
Education to slow things down; not to rush to the adoption 
of a statewide plan based on those five position papers by 
December 1990 but instead to drawback to start the planning 
process over again, with much greater participation of the 
colleges and universities representatives themselves and to 
delay the adoption of a new statewide plan until December 
1991. Although a firm date has not been sent I am pleased 
to tell you that the commission has in fact responded to 
those requests. There will be no adoption of a state-
wide plan in December 1990. The delay will be at least 
until next June. I am optimistic it will in fact be delayed 
as requested all the way until December 1991. We (referring 
to the Council of Presidents) are in the process of working 
with the commission staff to develop a longer list of issues 
confronting higher education, and to have task forces with 
more participatory process by which a statewide plan for 
higher education for the 1990's will be developed. So I 
think things are moving well at the moment in terms of 
the concerns that I expressed to you a month ago. 
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Secondly, you may have read, or heard, that we are 
concerned about energy costs and of course we are. The 
nearly 50% increase in the world price of oil has led to 
a corresponding increase in the price of natural gas and 
that means that our utilities expenditures this year are 
going to be somewhat higher, but we don't know how much 
higher, than we had originally projected when the budget 
was put together last June. A good bet would be something 
in the order of $250,000 t o $500,000, assuming that nothing 
happens to elevate the curre ntly high international price of 
petroleum. Now, if it doesn ' t go over $500,000, we can 
probably manage that without any body feeling too much pain. 
I know the students were afraid that we might be consider-
ing, as apparently some other state universities are, a mid-
year tuition hike. That has never been discussed and we are 
not considering a mid-year tuition hike. We are also not 
contemplating any cutbacks in the operating budgets of 
university units - academic units in particular. We are 
hopeful of getting through this year without a mandated 
reduction in the operating bu dget by the state. We are 
watching carefully the report s of revenu e s; and we are 
concerned that the revenue p r ojections were based on an 
expectation of 9% increase a nd truly tha t is not going to be 
realized. Something closer t o 6% will be the case. At this 
point there is no cause for alarm; but it would be a good 
idea, I think for all of us to begin to think about energy 
conservation. This may be the year, and we have had 
them in the past when it seems advisable to have a 
serious shutdown during the Christmas break . Now by that 
I don't mean buildings where we h ave laboratories or where 
ongoing projects have to be sustained during that period. 
But in those buildings where it is not absolutely necessary 
for research activities to continue , we may shut down. This 
might be the year when we wou ld want to shut down more than 
we have in other years. Again, we think we can deal with 
the magnitude of the energy p r oblem as it now appears to 
exist but it is something t hat we are going to have to 
watch very closely. Are there any questions on any other 
subject? 
In response to concerns about wa ter damage during previous shut-
downs the President further stated : 
SMITH: 
I certainly was not contemplating the kind of energy 
shutdown where waterlines freeze and the ultimate costs 
for cleaning exceed the money that was saved in energy. 
No, I obviously have in mind a controlled reduction but 
not a shutdown in that sense. If we are going to do it 
I think we would make a decision by the end of November such 
that there could be a very careful planning with represent-
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atives of academic departments and building supervisors. 
It is not something that we would go into haphazardly. 
The library would not be included. 
PROFESSOR RANDY MACK (ARTH) asked the President for comments 
on the U.S. News and World Report ranking of the colleges. 
SMITH: 
You know that ranking i s something that the U.S. News 
and World Report has been doing the past several years. 
They have been refining it a bit - they take a lot of heat 
from it and you are absolut ely correct that those institu-
ions that are ranked are at the top are considered to be an 
infallible measure of their prominence and those that are 
not ranked at the top attack the methodology. The 
methodology is of course reputational. I received a 
questionnaire - I received it as Provost and Dr. Holderman 
received one himself and that is basically the methodology. 
They write to people in chief academic positions around the 
country and they ask people to respond to a long series of 
questions. Now when any of us is asked to rank top 
universities in the country we begin to give favoritism to 
the institution from which we received our doctoral degrees. 
And very often the institution from which we have received 
our baccalaureate degrees and that is a fact of life. So 
a predictable list of instituitions emerges at the top. 
At the very top that is probably reasonable because those 
are the institutions that probably really do rank at the 
top of any quality measure i n American higher education. 
In that particular list when you get in the middle things 
get very fuzzy . By reputational study those institutions 
ranked at the top those that rank at the bottom are 
reliably categorized. Anything in the middle, upper 
middle, lower middle quartiles are not ranked with any 
great degree of reliability . That having been said I 
would have preferred to see the University of South 
Carolina ranked higher than we were and I regret that. 
It is hard to know how to influence that kind of study 
except over a very very long period of time. There are 
a lot of people (parents of people who are going to send 
their children to college) who are going to place a lot of 
credence in that ranking. So it is a problem I don't deny 
it. 
PROFESSOR MACK then asked the president to respond to the comment 
in the synopsis of the CHE report that indicated that "All 
categories of institutions spent less on the physical plant 
than is generated by the formula" and that "While it is true 
that higher education receives less than full formula funding 
that when student fees are added the funds available which total 
or are above the formula." He further asked for a comment from 
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U.S. News and World Report quoting the President of Lehigh 
University "Every school should ask itself if it needs all its 
vice presidents and do vice presidents need all their managers?'' 
SMITH: 
They may indeed. The Commission on Higher Education is 
describing a pattern that is not unique to the state of 
South Carolina. That is whe n higher education is under-
funded it finds itself under financial stress. We are a 
people business and most of our budget is tied up in the 
salaries of individuals and those salaries are under con-
tract. We have students who have expectations of courses 
that are advertised as being in the catalog will be taught. 
So when we receive difficult budgetary circumstances and I 
would argue that the sum total of what the state provides 
in the formula and in state appropriations, what we get 
from student fees does not come from full formula funding. 
The thing that tends to get put off is maintenance and that 
is true here and just about everywhere else. What that says 
interestingly enough is that our priorities are on the 
academic program. It seems that the commission is 
criticizing us for that; but, that is the fact of the 
matter. When we find ourselves in difficult financial 
circumstances we slow down on maintenance in order to 
maintain expenditure maintain investment in faculty 
salaries, in positions for faculty members, in terms of 
library acquisitions and the like. I think there is also 
some confusion in that statement that you read between 
maintenance and modification of the physical plant. The two 
are very different. The formula is not intended to support 
any but the most routine and minor modification and 
renovation of the physical plant. Now we have a backlog of 
more than $30 million of needed renovations on this campus. 
We really can't do those except in a very marginal way with 
the operating budget that the university has. That document 
you are reading had to do with the position that the 
commission staff is taking on the $10 million request that 
this campus had forwarded as second priority after the music 
building. In the 1991 bond bill at least what we think will 
be a bond bill in 1991. The staff had recommended no money 
be provided to the campus for renovation or modification 
because we weren't spending what they believed the formula 
already generated for maintenance and the reason we weren't 
spending it was to give priority to the academic programs. 
We have been reasoning with the commission on that subject 
since and there is some of the commission members themselves 
have allowed some latitude for further discussion and the 
door is not closed. We desperately need a continuing flow of 
renovation money I would say $5 million a year is not at all 
too much to meet the demands of very aging buildings on this 
campus. 
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Now do you really want to get into the second subject 
whether we can solve our maintenance problem by reducing the 
number of vice presidents? 
PROVOST REEVES: 
You heard a good bit in the last couple of months about 
the stringency of budgetary matters and y ou may also have 
read that we have had some new programs go through the 
Commission on Higher Education so I thought I would mention 
that in case of any misunderstanding. I know you have ex-
pressed in the past a desire that we slow down new programs 
if they cost money. I wanted to assure you that the ones 
that have gone through recently do not cost any additional 
money unless it had come from an outside source such as a 
grant which we would not have unless we did that program. 
For example, last week the master of science and master of 
nursing in health nursing was expanded with approval of the 
commiss ion via television. That simply is making legitimate 
what we are already doing and expand a little bit. So there 
is not cost in that unless we get some additional students 
and we are funded for those student s. The professional 
master of business administration degree was approved for 
offering in Barcelona. The University is not g oing to spend 
a penny that would be paid for by a financial firm in 
Barcelona. They will pay transportation, living costs, 
faculty salaries the whole bit. So that is no cost to us. 
A center for retailing in the College of Applied Profession-
al Sciences that will be self sustaining. It will have to 
exist on nothing until it can get some grants to support 
itself . So it is simply permission to call it a center and 
go out a nd hunt for grants. The Center for Health Promotion 
and Prevention is expecting and fully expecting with some 
assurance from Washington a sizeable grant to operate a 
series of p rograms that they have already outlined in the 
state of South Carolina to improve the health of the state. 
And no cost there except from the grant. Now the MAT 
programs - there are some MAT programs in process i n special 
education and also elementary and early childhood education. 
Now these are to fill a gap in programs that we have had to 
give up or programs that we did give up voluntarily whatever 
These would provide initial certification for teachers to go 
into those fields actually after they have already had a 
baccalaureate degree earned somewhere but it is not a new 
cost sort of thing it would simply be replacing a kind of 
certification program that we had course by course which is 
no longer legal so we just wanted you to know we are not 
taking forth proposals to the commission asking for new 
money . We wouldn't get it in the first place and we can't 
afford it if we did get it. It just isn't something we are 
doing . That doesn't mean we trying to discourage 
initiative and planning for programs where there seems to 
be a need but this is not a time when we are likely going 
forward with a request for new money. 
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The Provost concluded with an announcement about the Richard Lite 
Seminars and a reminder that applications for the innovative 
initiatives (graduate or undergraduate education) grants ($300-
$3000) are due in the Provost's office by January 15th. 
III. Reports of Committees. 
A. Faculty Senate Steering Committee, Professor John Safko, 
Secretary: 
The Senate Steering Committee had no report. 
B. Grade Change Committee, Professor Faust Pauluzzi, 
Chairman: 
The Grade Change Committee report was adopted except for the 
change request for Kirk Karwan, Summer I 1989 which was returned 
to the committee for further study. 
B. Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor Dan Berman, 
Chairman: 
Professor Berman requested faculty to remember that the 
differences in grade requirements for 500 and 600 level courses 
must be clearly stated in the course request. 
After adding the standard contract clause to PEDU 399 the report 
of the committee was adopted as submitted. 
c. Faculty Welfare Committee, Professor Charles Tucker, 
Chairman: 
The Faculty Welfare Committee report was included with the agenda 
and required no action. 
D. Faculty Advisory Committee, Professor Trevor Howard-
Hill, Chairman: 
The Faculty Advisory Committee report was amended to require only 
an annual report from the Tenure and Promotion Committee. The 
committee will consider changes to the Faculty Manual and re-
quested comments. Some errors have slipped into the manual, 
fixing those changes will be editorial. The report required 
no action by the senate. 
There were no other reports. 
IV. Other Business. 
There being no old or new business, the meeting was adjourned 
at 3:45 p.m. 
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